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Overview
Approaches to the study of personality
 Description versus explanation (the big 5 versus Cloninger)
Personality and Organisational Psychology
Cloninger’s (1993) Psychobiological model of Temperament and 
Character 
 Character as a proximal mediator of temperament
Studies 1 – 5
 Focus on temperament working through character to predict 
organizational outcomes
Implications & conclusions
Descriptive versus explanatory theories of 
personality
Descriptive approaches try to answer the following 
questions
-What groups or ‘clusters’ of behavior do people differ in?
-How many of such clusters are required to summarize the majority 
of individual behavior
Explanatory theories try to answer the “why” or “how”
questions
-Why do people differ on some clusters of behaviour?
-What is the ‘true’ number of dimensions that people differ in.
Example
This is Jeremy
Jeremy is an extravert
Why is Jeremy an extravert
Big Five theory
 Jeremy is an extravert because he does what 
extraverted people tend to do.  Run around, explore 
new things, make a lot of noise etc
Traits are defined by behaviour
Psychobiological theory
 Jeremy is *either* an extravert because he his 
motivated to seek out novel situations, or because he 
does not fear consequences, or some combination of 
both.
Traits are consequences of underlying motivations (and 
interactions among such motivations).
Organisational example 
Salespeople tend to be extraverted (Costa & 
McCrae, 1992)
Good salespeople tend to be extraverted, 
because of a high motivation by rewards, 
which is the basis of both extraversion and
sales performance (Jackson, 2001) 
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DESCRIPTION vs 
EXPLANATION
Personality and Organisational 
Psychology
Current personality perspectives used in 
organisational psychology are primarily 
descriptive approaches
Why use explanatory approaches?
 Descriptive approaches can only classify.
 Explanatory theories can tell you ‘why’ some 
personality types are more suited to certain jobs than 
others.
 Explanatory approaches distinguish between 
temperament and character.
Does success in jobs rely on having a certain temperament 
or having a level of mature character?
Cloninger’s Psychobiological Model
Temperament
 “refers to the characteristic phenomena of an individuals emotional 
nature…”(Allport, 1937)
 “(is) independently heritable, manifest early in life and involves preconceptual 
biases in perceptual memory and habit formation”
 Dimensions are defined as individual differences in associative learning in 
response to novelty, punishment, danger or reward
Character
 Closely related to the concept of will, and thought of as a disposition to inhibit 
instinctive (temperament) responses.
Jeremy may be instinctively impulsive, but over the course of his life, he might learn to 
control his instinctive drives.
 “Matures in adulthood, and influences personal and social effectiveness by insight 
learning about self concepts”
 It involves conceptual learning which is conscious and abstractly symbolic
Cloninger’s Psychobiological Model
To summarize Cloninger's framework, observable 
behaviour is partly the direct result of individual 
differences in temperament, and partly the indirect result 
of such instinctive impulses working through conscious 
thought and insight learning 
Temperament
Character
Observable behaviour
Environment
Temperament and Character
This relationship between temperament 
and character has not previously been 
represented as a mediation
This mediation has not been tested
Properties and implications of this 
mediation are the focus of this research
Real life example of how this mediation 
might occur
3Temperament Observable behaviour
Environment
Character
This is Jerry
Jerry is anxious
 This directly affects Jerry’s interactions with people.
The direct effect of temperament
However…
 Because Jerry is anxious, Jerry will avoid social 
situations, won’t learn social skills and wont know 
how to adjust his behaviour for the situation.
 Jerry won’t develop “Self Directedness”
 Jerry will continue to fear social situations (and thus 
social situations will continue to provoke anxiety)
This is the indirect effect of temperament working through 
character
Support for mediated Model (study 1)
O’Connor & Jackson (2004) 
 An empirical test of Cloninger’s framework using mediated 
multiple regression
Harm Avoidance
Leadership ratings
Charismatic Leadership
Cooperation
Self-Directedness
 Cooperation significantly mediates the relationship between 
Harm Avoidance and leadership ratings
Self Directedness significantly mediates the relationship between 
Harm Avoidance and self reported Charismatic leadership
More support for the 
Temperament/Character distinction
Drug therapies tend to modify temperament but not 
character dimensions (Russel, 1999)
Parental Drunkenness (i.e. genetic and environmental 
prerequisite) affect both temperament and character 
dimensions (Ravaja et al 2001).
Temperament and Character correlated (Hansenne et al 
1999).
Investigation into the Temperament/Character 
distinction (Study 2)
•Research Question
• Is there really a difference between Cloninger’s 
Temperament and Character scales? 
•Does ‘Character’ develop (or is it simply another 
stable temperament).
•Is character more “conscious” than temperament
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Sample: 200 students
Participants rated the extent to which they had 
changed on certain behaviours (based on TCI 
scales) in the previous 5 years 
Participants also rated behaviours on the extent 
to which they had conscious control over the 
behaviour, or whether they felt it was more 
“instinctive”
Change
N Mean Standard Deviation
Cooperation 435 4.87 0.79
Self Directedness 358 4.73 0.69
Reward Dependence 433 4.61 0.72
Persistence 442 4.59 1.26
Harm Avoidance 430 4.57 0.79
Novelty Seeking 435 4.50 0.70
Self Transcendence 438 4.27 0.77
*note: pairwise within subject comparisons revealed differences in the hypothesised direction (with the 
exception of Self Transcendence).
Conscious/instinct
*note: pairwise within subject comparisons revealed differences in the hypothesised direction 
(coloured dimensions only).
N Mean Standard Deviation
Persistence 443 2.25 2.39
Self Directedness 441 2.77 1.26
Cooperation 436 3.23 1.28
Reward Dependence 433 3.71 1.94
Harm Avoidance 444 3.82 1.77
Novelty Seeking 444 3.82 1.46
Self Transcendence 443 4.22 1.26
Study 2 results
Participants rated more change in 
character
Participants rated character as being more 
conscious than temperament
Some support was found for a qualitative 
difference between temperament and 
character
Study 3: Research Questions
A). Can the temperament/character framework be 
successfully incorporated into an individual differences 
model of leadership?
B).  Can this framework be used to explain the 
relationships between personality and leadership better 
than existing models?
Methods
450 Participants
40 Minute testing session
Measures
 Personality
Temperament and Character Inventory (TCI)
Big Five Inventory (BFI)
 Leadership
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ)
Leadership Self Efficacy Questionnaire (LSE)
Motivation to Lead Questionnaire (MTL)
Common Method Variance
 Mix of different response formats
 Scales matched on social desirability
5Trait Theory of Leadership
Leadership Ability
Extraversion
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Neuroticism
Openness
Trait theory of Leadership
Previous findings (Judge et al, 2002 Meta-analysis)
Leadership Ability
Extraversion
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Neuroticism
Openness
.31*
.08*
.28*
-.24*
.24*
Results
Χ² = 145.1
Df =10
GFI = 0.89
SRMR =0.14
CFI = 0.50
RMSEA = 0.18
NFI = 0.49
Extraversion
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Neuroticism
Openness
.22*
.25*
.24*
-.03
.45*
Charismatic Leadership
Results
Χ² = 25.23
Df = 7
GFI = 0.98
SRMR = 0.04
CFI = 0.97
RMSEA = 
0.08
NFI = 0.95
Novelty Seeking
Persistence
Self Transcendence
Harm Avoidance
Cooperation
Self Directedness
Charisma
.10 (ns)
-.26
-.55
.36 .60
-.23
.28
.23
-.20
-.22
-.19-.43
.40
Distal Proximal
Results
Χ² = 13.9
Df = 6
GFI = 0.99
SRMR = 
0.04
CFI = 0.97
RMSEA = 
0.05
NFI = 0.95
Extraversion
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Neuroticism
Openness
Charisma
.15
.33
-.39
.21
.20
.21
.15
.42
.35
(more) Distal (more) Proximal
Chan & Drasgow’s Motivation to Lead 
(MTL)
 Affective Identity (AI MTL)
Disposition/tendency towards taking on leadership roles
 Noncalculative (NC MTL)
Motivation to lead despite lack of personal reward
 Social-Normative (SN MTL)
Motivation to lead because of perceived duty or social expectation
 Self reported MTL has been shown to provide incremental 
validity over other predictors of leadership (Chan  & Drasgow, 
2001)
 AI MTL is the best predictor of leadership potential.
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Personality as direct and indirect predictors of MTL
Extraversion
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Neuroticism
Openness
Leadership SE
Leadership Exp
AI MTL
NC MTL
SN MTL
Values
ns
ns
ns
Motivation to Lead (MTL)
Personality as distal and proximal predictors of MTL 
(using Cloninger’s Dimensions)
Novelty Seeking
Persistence
Self Transcendence
Harm Avoidance
Cooperation
Self Directedness
Leadership SE
NC MTL
Leadership Exp
AI MTL
SN MTL
ns
ns
ns
Distal Proximal
Results
Fit Indices Χ² df GFI SRMR CFI RMSEA NFI
BFI Direct 262.8 28 0.88 0.13 0.85 0.14 0.84
TCI Distal 112.1 32 0.96 0.05 0.96 0.08 0.94
Results
Extraversion
Agreeableness
Neuroticism
Openness
Leadership SE
Leadership Exp
AI MTL
NC MTL
SN MTL
Conscientiousness
Fit Indices Χ² df GFI SRMR CFI RMSEA NFI
BFI Distal 139.3 26 0.94 0.06 0.93 0.10 0.92
ns
ns
ns
(more) Distal (more) Proximal
Summary of Results
Various models of the relationship between personality 
and leadership were compared
In all cases, models that represented personality traits as 
proximal and distal predictors, rather than direct 
predictors obtained a more satisfactory fit.  Even when 
the Big Five Model was structured according to 
Cloninger’s TCI framework, a superior fit was obtained
The reported results do not just capitalize on observed 
correlations between personality traits.  All models tested 
were based on theory, and no paths were added or 
removed based on modification indices.
Study 4
Replicate the results of study 3 using 
experimental methodology
Peer ratings of leadership were used as 
the criterion
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Leadership is (at least) partly trait based
The Psychobiological model will be able to 
explain trait based variance at least as 
well as Big Five models
The full Psychobiological model will 
explain leadership ability better than either 
sub-model alone
Methods
Participants
 80 students, 9 per session
 Repeated measures
640 independent ratings
Tasks
 Initiating structure, consideration, persuasion, 
production emphasis (LBDQ)
Measures
 GLI, TCI, MLQ, BFI
Tasks
Initiating Structure: a modified version of the manufacturing game 
was used (adapted from Zaccaro, Kenny & Foti, 1991).
Consideration: Brainstorming options to the question “How best 
could a small school accommodate for disabled children” A final set 
of recommendations was required to be made, based on the likely 
views/needs of other children, parents, peers, school personnel and 
the community.  All group members were encouraged to make an 
input (adapted from Zaccaro & Kenny, 1991).
Persuasion: Individual group members were given three identical 
newspaper articles. They were instructed to think of possible 
headlines for the articles, and then discuss these later with the 
group. The groups’ ultimate task was to decide on a single headline.
Production Emphasis: Groups were required to complete as many 
small puzzles as possible in a limited time. The groups were given a 
goal that they had to try and meet (previous best was x, try to beat 
that).
Methods
Procedure
 Participants broken up into three groups of 
three
 Rotated between the tasks and groups
 No individual in the same group twice
Data Analysis
 Multilevel modeling
Results
Task 1 
rating
Task 2 
rating
Task 3 
rating
Task 4 
rating
HA -.259* -0.268* -0.212 -0.140
RD -0.101 -0.070 -0.061 0.000
SD 0.134 0.064 0.003 0.210
C 0.307* 0.124 0.307* 0.160
ST -0.198 0.033 0.093 0.029
P -0.151 0.078 -0.045 0.101
NS 0.105 0.000 0.152 0.011
Correlation between personality and rating at each level of task (TCI)
A multilevel comparison of the Five-Factor and Psychobiological models in 
leader emergence.
Parameter Null Model Partial Model Complete Model
Fixed
Intercept 15.04 (0.21)* 12.98 (0.94)** 13.65 (2.65)*
Extraversion 0.58  (0.26)* 0.49   (0.27)
Openness 0.33   (0.45)
Conscientiousness -0.27  (0.33)
Agreeableness 0.40   (0.30)
Neuroticism -0.13  (0.34)
Random
Subject 2.35  (0.55)* 2.13  (0.52)* 1.97  (0.49)*
Task/situation 0.90  (0.41)* 0.91  (0.41)* 0.91  (0.41)*
Log-likelihood 2465.55 2459.36 2456.97
The initial variance components 
model (null model) revealed a 
significant level 3 effect of ‘person’ on 
individual ratings
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The psychobiological model and Big 5 model 
were compared on their ability to explain level 3 
variance
The Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) is the 
appropriate statistic to compare different models 
on fit
This statistic indicated that the psychobiological 
model was a better fitting model
Paramater Null Model Partial Model Complete Model
Fixed
Intercept 15.04 (0.21)** 16.02 (0.37)** 13.82 (1.68)**
Harm Avoidance -3.24  (1.03)* -2.32  (1.22)
Novelty Seeking 0.57   (0.93) 
Reward Dependence 1.11   (0.80)
Persistence 0.17   (0.57)
Self Directedness 1.15   (1.41)
Cooperation 3.73   (1.52)*
Self Transcendence 0.00   (0.85)
Random
Subject 2.35  (0.55)* 2.04   (0.50)* 1.75   (0.46)*
Task/situation 0.90  (0.41)* 0.89   (0.41)* 0.88   (0.41)*
Log-Likelihood 2465.55 2456.03 2447.99*
A multilevel comparison of the Five-Factor and Psychobiological models in 
leader emergence (cont).
Parameter Temperament Character Complete 
Model
Psychobiological 
Model
Fixed
Intercept 16.17 (0.89)* 11.62 (1.24)** 13.82 (1.68)**
Harm Avoidance -3.00  (1.06)* -2.32  (1.22)
Novelty Seeking 0.62  (0.97) 0.57   (0.93) 
Reward Dependence -0.97  (0.77) 1.11   (0.80)
Persistence 0.15  (0.55) 0.17   (0.57)
Self Directedness 0.20  (1.30) 1.15   (1.41)
Cooperation 4.13  (1.51)* 3.73   (1.52)*
Self Transcendence -0.26  (0.75) 0.00   (0.85)
Random
Subject 1.99  (0.49)* 1.95  (0.49)* 1.75   (0.46)*
Task/situation 0.88  (0.41)* 0.89  (0.41)* 0.88   (0.41)*
Log-likelihood 2454.79 2454.75 2447.99
Comparison of TCI nested models
Summary of results
The full Psychobiological model can explain variance in 
leadership ability better than either sub-model (i.e. 
temperament or character) alone
In the full model, only cooperation uniquely added to the 
prediction of leadership.  This suggests a mediating 
effect of character on temperament.
Significant variation due to ‘subject’ indicated significant 
trait based variance
Significant variation due to ‘situation’ indicated significant 
situation based variance
Study 4b
Replication of study 4
Larger sample size and more independent 
ratings (180 subjects)
Preliminary analyses conducted through 
Repeated Measures ANOVA
Preliminary results are consistent with 
findings from study 4
Study 5
An applied test of the temperament/character framework
 Test the generalisability of the model using criteria *other* than 
leadership
Aims
 Show that Character mediates Temperament in the prediction of 
outcome variables in a working student sample (sample size 
258)
 Show that Character mediates Temperament in the prediction of 
outcome variables in a school sample (sample size 100)
 Show that Temperament without the influence of character can 
lead to some negative outcomes
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Measures
 Temperament and character dimensions measured 
using LSP
Temperament: Sensation seeking (similar to 
impulsivity/extraversion)
Character: Goal Orientation
 Outcome measures
Job Performance Questionnaire: (Johnson, 1998)
Multi-scale Performance Questionnaire (Griffin, Neal, & 
Parker, 2001)
Drug Abuse Screening Test. (DAST-20; Skinner, 1982). 
Sociosexuality Scale (Bailey, Kirk, Zhu, Dunne & Martin, 
2000). 
Hypotheses
Goal Orientation will mediate the relationship 
between Sensation Seeking and measures of 
positive behaviour (in both samples).
The ‘part’ of sensation seeking that doesn’t 
predict Goal Orientation (ie the residuals) will 
predict negative behaviours
Results
Step 1
 Ensure the distinctiveness of Sensation 
Seeking and Goal Orientation
Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Sensation Seeking
Goal Orientation
ss1
ss2
ss3
ss4
go1
go2
go3
go4
Good
Sensation Seeking
Goal Orientation
ss1
ss2
ss3
ss4
go1
go2
go3
go4
Bad
Results
Step 1
 Ensure the distinctiveness of Sensation 
Seeking and Goal Orientation
Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Support was found
Step 2
 Conduct tests of mediation
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Results (workers)
Sensation Seeking
Job Performance
Organisational performance
Goal Orientation
0.18*
0.21*
0.15* => 0.07
0.24* => 0.16*
• Mediations significant based on SOBEL test.
0.62**
Results (school students)
Sensation Seeking School Performance
Goal Orientation
• Mediation significant based on SOBEL test.
0.53**
0.28** => -0.05
0.62**
Results
Prediction of negative behaviour
Undirected Sensations seeking
(ie sensation seeking – GO)
Some kind of negative behaviour
•Tested using semi partial correlation in a standard multiple regression
•Essentially, predicted that GO would be a ‘suppressor variable’ (ie 
suppresses the effect of the useless variance in Sensation Seeking)
Results – student (worker) sample
Undirected Sensations seeking
(ie sensation seeking – GO)
Socio-sexuality
Self-reported delinquency
Self-reported drug use
0.22**
0.17**
0.17**
Results – school sample
Undirected Sensations seeking
(ie sensation seeking – GO)
Number of times put in detention
0.21*
Summary of Study 5 results
Learning to be saints or sinners
 Sensation seeking leads to positive behaviour 
because sensation seeking leads to goal directed 
behaviour
 When the effects of goal directed behaviour is 
partialled out of Sensation Seeking, Sensation 
Seeking is associated with negative behaviour.
 People learn to be saints or sinners depending on 
whether they develop goal directed behaviour
These results were replicated over 2 samples
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Implications
Personality
 Models that consider personality as having distal (temperament) 
and related proximal (character) underlying components might 
be more consistent with the ‘true’ underlying structure of 
personality.  Although psychometric & experimental studies 
alone do not provide complete support  for this hypothesis, they 
are consistent with this hypothesis.
Leadership development
 Proximal personality characteristics that predict leadership ability 
can be incorporated into leadership development programs.  
Because proximal characteristics are (theoretically) more 
associated with cognitions and learning, programs aimed at 
modifying these characteristics are likely to be more successful 
than programs targeting the less cognitive impulses (e.g. Novelty 
Seeking and Harm Avoidance).
Harm Avoidance
Leadership ratings
Charismatic Leadership
Cooperation
Self-Directedness
Questions
